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Executive Summary

The Center on Research and Evaluation (CORE) at Southern Methodist University was awarded Texas Education
Agency (TEA) RFP #701_17_018 to convene an expert panel to review prekindergarten assessments for
monitoring student progress (i.e., progress monitoring assessments) and kindergarten assessments for helping to
determine kindergarten readiness (also referred to as kindergarten screening tools or screeners). The panel reviewed
submitted assessments according to standard psychometric and measurement properties, assessment content, and
features related to assessment usability and practicality in public school settings. Overall numerical scores for (a)
assessment psychometrics and (b) assessment content coverage were calculated for each assessment. Then an
overall weighted score that reflected each assessment’s psychometric score and content coverage score was
calculated. Assessments were ranked by this single overall score and are presented in two lists: (1) recommended
kindergarten assessments and (2) recommended pre-kindergarten assessments.

CORE convened an expert panel to review Prekindergarten progress monitoring and kindergarten
readiness assessments and to make recommendations for use.

This document summarizes the methodology CORE used to conduct the review process and presents the final lists
of recommended assessments.

Method

The Panel

CORE convened an expert panel, hosted three in-person meetings, trained reviewers on scoring the
assessments, and summarized the rating scores to generate the lists of recommended assessments.

Fourteen experts representing multiple disciplines in eatly childhood practice and research served on the early child
assessment review panel. Panelists had expertise across a range of content areas (e.g., math, literacy, language, social
& emotional learning). Panelists also included individuals with methodology and psychometric expertise, assessment
design and development expertise, preschool and elementary school administrators and leaders (including traditional
public and charter), researchers, community providers, and classroom teachers. See Appendix A — List of Panelists.

CORE project staff led the work to convene the panel, develop scoring systems, solicit ratings, and summarize and
synthesize scores into the final recommended lists.



Screeners & Progress Monitors

CORE used the following definitions to
operationalize the terms “screener” and
“progress monitor’:

A screening tool involves brief assessments
that are reliable, valid, and to the greatest extent
possible, based on evidence of their use in high-
quality studies and evaluations. They are
conducted with all students or with targeted
groups of students to identify those who are at
risk of difficulty in specific areas and, therefore,
need additional or alternative forms of
instruction or intervention to supplement the
instruction typically provided.

A progress monitoring tool typically
involves brief assessments that ate reliable,
valid, and to the greatest extent possible, based
on evidence of their use in high-quality studies
and evaluations. They are conducted regularly
with students (2-3 times per year, minimum,
and as frequently as every other week or
monthly) to determine the progress a student is
making over time. Progress is frequently
calculated as a slope of improvement score
based on two or more administrations of the
measure. This type of slope estimate is used as
the basis for determining the adequacy of
student progress, typically in relation to external
progress criteria.

Some kindergarten readiness assessments were
submitted as one-time screeners only, but the
majority were submitted as instruments that
could also be used as progress monitoring
assessments. In most cases, the first assessment
given at the beginning of the kindergarten year
being appropriately used as an initial screener,
and meant to be followed up with subsequent
administrations to monitor progress.

The Process

Background & Planning

Starting in January 2017, CORE project staff began background
research to anchor the review and rating process. This included two
broad areas: (1) a review of assessment strategies and content areas
used by other aspirant or exemplar states, and (2) review of standard
scientific processes for executing a rigorous and effective review of
education based assessment tools. (See References).

Background on Content

The investigation into other states’ approaches to identify early
childhood assessment indicated that Texas’s approach to standards
was also seen elsewhere. Standards in the areas of early literacy,
language and communication and mathematics are highly aligned
across states, while there is some variability in how states emphasize
and operationalize standards related to health, social development
and general cognition. An extensive review of early learning policy
and standards analyses lead CORE to systematically align Texas eatly
learning standards with those of several other key states that are
noted for robust and comprehensive standards. In addition to
reviewing standards, a 50-state review of early learning assessment
standards and polices was reviewed and compiled to determine
common best-practice approaches to wide-scale evaluation and
assessment of prekindergarten and kindergarten entry growth and

proficiency. See Appendix B — Standards Alignment and Appendix C

— State of Assessments.

Background on Psychometrics

In addition to CORE staff’s assessment expertise, additional external
sources were used to a compile an initial list of the psychometric
features on which the panel would rate each assessment (see
References). The sources utilized provided conceptual frameworks,
examples of actual tools that have been used to evaluate the quality of
educational assessments, which typically also included an overview
and rationale for coding assessment tools and/or actual instruments
used to rate student assessment instruments'. This information was
compiled and provided to panelists for review and feedback prior to
and during Meeting 1.

" For example: Center on Response to Intervention website (American Institutes for Research) Response
(http://www.rti4success.org/resources/tools-charts) and The National Center on Intensive Intervention
(http://www.intensiveintervention.org/chart/progress-monitoting)



http://www.rti4success.org/resources/tools-charts
http://www.intensiveintervention.org/
http://www.intensiveintervention.org/chart/progress-monitoring)

Meeting 1

The first panel meeting was held February 15, 2017, on SMU’s Dallas campus.

Prior to the meeting, panelists received a synthesis document prepping them for the meeting and summarizing the
content areas included in the Texas prekindergarten and kindergarten standards, and summaries of the content areas
that were also aligned to standards in other key states. Panelists also received the Request for Information that TEA
posted so that they would understand the types of information they would receive for review. See Appendix D —
RFIs for Kindergarten and Prekindergarten assessments.

Meeting 1 focused on providing an overview of the project and completing two review related tasks.

For Task 1, panelists reviewed content included in Texas’s five main domains and underlying concepts. Panelists
provided input about additional concepts that could be added within each domain to be included in the review. For
instance, the panel specified that letter and word writing should be included as an assessment area within
Conventions in Writing (Emergent Literacy-Writing), and that sensory sensitivity should be included as an
assessment area in Gross and Fine Motor concept (in the Health and Wellness Domain). CORE also solicited
feedback from panelists about the comprehensiveness of the five domains, and the panelists agreed that it was not
necessary to add additional domains for review.

For Task 2, panelists were asked to review a list of psychometric features that are common in scientific
measurement, including educational assessments, to assess critical quality aspects of assessment tools (e.g., reliability,
validity). Panelists’ ratings of the overall importance of each psychometric feature for the objectives of the project
provided CORE with initial information about what to include, and how to weight, the various psychometric
features of the assessments.

Rubric & Glossary

CORE compiled information from the literature review as well as feedback from panelists to develop a rubric (i.e.,
scoring system) for how assessment content and assessment psychometric features would be reviewed. The scores
and rating scales are provided in a comprehensive glossary. See Appendix F — Rubric and Glossary.

Receipt of Assessments

By 3:00pm on Friday March 17, 2017, CORE had received 19 prekindergarten progress monitoring assessments and
35 kindergarten readiness assessments. Some assessments were submitted as both pre-kindergarten progress
monitoring and kindergarten readiness assessments, resulting in a list of 42 unique assessments for review. See
Table 1 for the full listing of received and reviewed assessments.



1. ABC Mouse First Grade Readiness Kinder

2. ABC Mouse Kindergarten Readiness Kinder

3. aimswebPlus Kinder

4, BASC-3 BESS Kinder & PK
5. Children's Progress Academic Assessment (CPAA) - Eng Kinder & PK
6.  Children's Progress Academic Assessment (CPAA) - Span Kinder & PK
7. CIRCLE Progress Monitoring PK

8. CIRCLE/C-PALLS+STEM (English) (electronic admin of CIRCLE) PK

9. CIRCLE/C-PALLS+STEM (Spanish) (electronic admin of CIRCLE) PK

10. Connect4Learning: Pre-K Assessment PK

11. DESSA-mini Kinder

12. Developmental Reading Assessment 2nd Edition PLUS (DRA2+) Kinder

13. Devereux Early Childhood Assessment PK

14. DIAL-4 Kinder & PK
15. DIBELS 6th Edition Kinder

16. DIBELS Next Edition Kinder

17. easyCBM Kinder

18. El Inventario de Lectura en Espanol de Tejas (Tejas LEE) Kinder

19. Evaluacion del desarrollo de la lectura, 2nd ed., plus K-6 (EDL2+) Kinder

20. Fountas & Pinnell Benchmark Assessment System K-2 (BAS) Kinder

21. Frog Street Assessment PK

22. GOLD Kinder & PK
23. Indicadores Dinamicos del Exito en la Lectura (IDEL) Kinder

24. Istation's Indicators of Progress -Early Reading (ISIP-ER) Kinder & PK
25. Kinder Reading (K Ready) - English Kinder

26. Kinder Reading (K Ready) - Spanish Kinder

27. Learning Accomplishment Profile 3 (LAP-3) PK

28. LION for Reading Kinder

29. MAP for Primary Grades Kinder

30. Oral Language Acquisition Inventory Kinder & PK
31. PPVT Kinder & PK
32. Preschool Language Scales (PLS-5) Kinder & PK
33. Reading Inventory Kinder

34. Ready, Set, K! Kinder & PK
35. Sistema de evaluacion de la lectura (Sistema-SEL) Kinder

36. Social Skills Improvement System (SSIS) Kinder & PK
37. Spring Math Kinder

38. Star Early Literacy Kinder

39. Star Farly Literacy Spanish Kinder

40. Texas Kindergarten Entry Assessment (TX-KEA) Kinder

41. Texas Primary Reading Inventory (TPRI) Kinder

42. Work Sampling System Kinder & PK




Assignment of Assessments to Reviewers

CORE assigned panelists to specific assessments for review. To the degree possible, two panelists scored each
assessment independently, and three review teams were created to review assessment content and assessment
psychometrics. One team was comprised of individuals with sufficient content and psychometric knowledge to
review their assigned assessments in both areas. Each member of this team reviewed between 4 and 5 assessments.
A second team of educational practitioners and administrators reviewed their assigned assessments for content only.
A third team reviewed just the psychometrics of those assessments reviewed by the second team. The second and
third teams were assigned to 7 or 8 assessments.

Development of Scoring Tools; Review Matrices

CORE developed two separate scoring tools, which are referred to as review matrices: (1) Review Matrix for
Kindergarten Screeners and Progress Monitors and (2) Review Matrix for Prekindergarten Progress Monitors.
These excel sheets served as data entry forms for panelists to use when reviewing their assigned assessments. They
were pre-filled with all content areas and psychometric featutres that would be reviewed for screeners and/or for
progress monitoring assessments. Drop down menus in the matrices were based on the scoring rubric in the
glossary. The matrices also contained formulas that weighted scores based on panelists’ feedback on what aspects of
the assessments should be considered most important in review process. (Later sections of this report describe the
scoring weights in detail).

Meeting 2

At Meeting 2, panelists first reviewed the list of received assessments (Table 1) and indicated any conflicts of
interest. In four cases, initial panelist assignments were revised based on conflicts of interest

Then panelists were shown the review areas (Table 2), and reviewed the glossary and the review matrices. Panelists
then participated in a group scoring process of a selected assessment and shown a “live” use of the matrices.

During this process, consensus was established on scores (for example, whether a concept should receive a 0,2 1, or
a 2, and why). Additional information was added to the glossary to reflect the group’s decisions, and a final
“frequently asked questions” document was developed and shared.

The meeting concluded by each panelist receiving all of the review material they would need to review each of their
assigned assessments.

Review Check-in

During the review weeks, CORE held weekly office hours where panelists could call or come in with questions, or
submit questions via email. Minor clarifications regarding review procedures were discussed but no substantive
changes were made to the review requirement, protocols, or coding process. Panelists submitted their scores on the
online system to CORE by Tuesday March 11, 2017.

Summary and Synthesis of Ratings

CORE compiled the panelists’ submitted review matrices for all assessments. Score discrepancies between the two
reviews of each assessment were identified. Scores were within one point of each other (e.g,a0anda 1, ora 1 and
a 2) were considered a “match” and were not resolved. Score discrepancies greater than one point (e.g.,a 1 and a 3)
were reconciled by CORE project staff. The reconciled scores were then logged in the master scoring sheet. See

Appendix F — Master Scoring Sheet.



Meeting 3

Meeting 3 included discussions about weighting content and psychometric scores in a manner that provided greater
assurance that assessments with acceptable levels of psychometric evidence would be on the list of recommended
assessments. CORE then developed a weighting procedure that placed more emphasis on the psychometric
properties of the assessments than the coverage of content. (see later sections for detailed information about the
scoring process).

Meeting 3 also included discussion about assessment features related to the feasibility and utility of administration.
Administrative features, including how efficiently assessments could be administered in real-world settings, ranged
from issues related to cultural relevance, teacher and student use, language, time to administer, training needs and
other pragmatic issues. See Appendix G — Administrative Features Tool. Recommended assessments were
reviewed for six categories of administrative feasibility: (1) teacher friendly, (2) administrator friendly, (3)
administrative features, (4) language, (5) cultural competence, and (6) student friendly.






Review Approach

Content

Each assessment was reviewed for content validity. Concepts related to content fell within five domains: (1) early
literacy — reading, (2) early literacy — writing, (3) language and communication, (4) health and wellness, and (5)
mathematics. Each concept in each domain was scored on two features: (a) whether or not a unique score was
provided for that specific concept, on a scale of 0-1, and (b) the extent to which the items on the assessment
addressed the concept, on a scale of 0-2.

Weights of each concept were determined by the panel according to the relative perceived importance of that
concept within its domain. The maximum score for each concept was 3 points. Once scores were provided, a
specified multiplier for each score was applied and the weighted scores were summed to an overall score for each
domain. For example, if a concept received a score of 3 and the weight for that score was 1.5, then score for the
domain was 4.5 (3 x 1.5=4.5). Finally, domain scores were combined for an overall content coverage score.

The concepts reviewed for each type of assessment are shown in Table 3 along with the weights assigned to each
concept.

11



Kindergarten Screening

Weight Pre-K PM and PM
Emergent Literacy - Reading
&»_Motivation to read 1.0 v
= PA: syllable segmenting 1.5 v v
I~ PS: phoneme segmenting and blending 1.5 v
5 PA: initial sounds 1.5 v v
& Alphabet Knowledge: letter names 1.5 v v
£ Alphabet Knowledge: letter sounds 1.5 v
g Concepts of Print: distinguish print elements & direction 1.5 v
K Decoding and word recognition 1.5 v
Comprehension of text read aloud to students 1.25 v v
Emergent Literacy - Writing
& Motivation to write 1.25 v
go %D Writing conventions: first name 1.25 v
b § Writing conventions: first & last name 1.25 v
5 Writing conventions: letters 1.5 v v
Writing conventions: simple words 1.5 v
c Language & Communication
g LC: follows single & multistep directions 1.25 v v
.g Speech production (intelligible speech) 1.5 v v
é‘ Speaking (conversation skills): verbal & nonverbal 1.5 v
g Vocab: Expressive vocabulaty 1.25 v v
S Vocab: Receptive vocabulary 1.5 v v
°§D Vocab: Uses common phrases and academic language 1.5 v v
»—% Speaks in complete sentences (regular complexity) 1.5 v v
Speaks in complete sentences (irregular complexity) 1.5 v

12



Kindergarten Screen &

Weight Pre-K PM PM

A Health and Wellness
E Gross and/or fine motor 1.25 0 0
4 Self-care 1.25 [ (]
2 Self-awareness/ self-regulation 1.5 O O
g Relationship skills 1.5 [ (]
S Communicate wishes, feelings, & needs 1.5 O 0
- Motivation & engagement 1.25 [ U

Mathematics
s Numeral identification 1.5 O 0
§= Verbal and/or tactile counting 1.5 O 0
E) Adding and/or subtracting 1.5 O 0
IS Geometry and spatial sense language 1.5 O 0
= Measurement 1.25 U

Comparison 1.5 O 0

13



Because weights were assigned to each concept, and each concept before weighting had a maximum score of 3
points, the maximum domain scores after weighting varies by assessment type, as shown in Table 4.

Pre-K Progress Kindergarten
Monitoring Screening and
Progress
Monitoring
Emergent Literacy - 22.75 34.75
Reading
Emergent Literacy - 9.25 17.5
Writing
Language & 26.5 31.0
Communication
Health and Wellness 25.75 25.75
Mathematics 23.5 27.25
Max Content Score: 107.5 136.25
Psychometrics

Following the review of content validity, each assessment was reviewed on its psychometric properties.
Psychometric properties under review fell into six broad categories: (1) reliability, (2) validity, (3) generalizability, (4)
decision making, (5) diagnostic accuracy, and (6) progress monitoring features.

Each category and the features within each category were scored in the following three ways:

e Publisher Description: This score reflects how the publisher describes the evidence for each feature in the
proposal.

e Documentation: This score reflects the degree to which the publisher provides documentation of the
evidence described.

¢ Quantitative Evidence: This score reflects the strength of the quantitative estimate of the psychometric
feature based on the evidence provided.

Table 5 shows the maximum scores that could be earned for each category and for each feature within each
category. If a cell in Table 5 does not have a max score it means no score was assigned to that category or feature.

Reliability and validity were scored at the category level only on publisher description and documentation.
Reviewers considered four types of reliability and three types of validity in assigning scores for reliability and
validity. On quantitative evidence for reliability and validity, reviewers assigned scores for each of the four types of
reliability and three types of validity, and the total score was the sum of the four reliability scores and the sum of the
three validity scores.

Generalizability was scored at the category level for quantitative evidence only. Decision-making was scored at the
category level based on the publisher’s description. Diagnostic accuracy was scored at the category level in all three
ways: publisher description, documentation, and quantitative evidence.

14



The category, progress monitoring features, was scored on five features of progress monitoring based on the
publisher’s description and documentation: (1) reliability of slope, (2) validity of slope, (3) instructional decision
rules, (4) specification of improvement rates, and (5) end-of-year benchmarks. Four of these features (all except
instructional decision rules) were also scored based on quantitative evidence.

To weight the relative importance of publisher description, documentation, and quantitative evidence, panelists
arrived at the following weighting approach: (a) publisher description should reflect 10% of the total score for each
category; (b) documentation should reflect 15% of the total score for each category; and (c) quantitative evidence
should reflect 75% of the total score for each category. In Table 5, the column labeled Weight Multiplier shows the
numerical weight that was used to transform the entered score (0—2 or 0-3) into the final score used in summarizing
the assessment.

15



Publisher Documentation Quantitative Included
Description (10%) (15%) Evidence (75%) Included in
Max Weight Max Weight Max Weight Max in PM  Screener
Score | Multiplier | Score | Multiplier | Score | Multiplier | Score  Scoring  Scoring
Reliability 3 0.6 3 0.9 12* 1125 18 v v
Test-retest - - - 31 - NA
Inter-rater - - - 31- NA
Alternate form - - - 31- NA
Coefficient alpha - - - 3]- NA
Validity 2 0.65 2 0.975 9% 1.083 3 Vv v
Criterion-related validity - - - 3|- NA
Predictive validity - - - 3 - NA
Discriminant validity - - - 3] - NA
Generalizability - ; ; 3| - 3 Vv v
Decision Making 3| - - - - 3 v v
Diagnostic Accuracy 4
(classification) 3 0.267 3 0.4 2 3 8
Progress Monitoring Features - - - - 33 4
Reliability of slope 2 0.3 2 0.45 2 2.25 6
Validity of slope 2 0.3 2 0.45 2 2.25 6
Instructional decision rules** 3 0.8 3 1.2 - 6
Improvement rate specified 2 0.3 2 0.45 2 2.25 6
End-of-year benchmarks 3 0.3 3 0.45 3 2.25 9

*sum of individual category quantitative evidence scores
**quantitative evidence not included; weights are adjusted to 40% for PD & 60% for D

16



Considering the weights assigned to each score, the maximum psychometric score for each category is shown in

Table 6.

Pre-K Progress Kindergarten  Kindergarten

Monitoring Screening Progress
Monitoring

Reliability 18 18 18
Validity 13 13 13
Generalizability 3 3 3
Decision Making 3 3 3
Diagnostic Accuracy NA 8 NA
Progress Monitoring 33 NA 33
Features

Max Psychometric Score: 70 45 70

Administrative Feasibility

For assessments on the recommended lists, panelists and CORE project staff rated the assessments together in
Meeting 3 for feasibility related to administration. This rating was not included in the final score that determined
whether an assessment was recommended or not. The purpose of the ratings is to provide important contextual
information schools and districts can use in choosing assessments that fit their local contexts. Six categories of
feasibility were identified by CORE and the panel and each category was assigned up to three points (See Table 7
and Appendix G). A percentage score was calculated by dividing the assessment’s administrative feasibility score by
18, the total score possible. The distribution of recommended assessments, based on the administration feasibility
percentage score, was then divided into high, medium and low administrative feasibility groups. Additional
comments and notes about feasibility of use are also provided in the summary sheets for each assessment.

Category Range
Teacher Friendly 0-3
Administrator Friendly 0-3
Student Friendly 0-3
Administration Format 0-3
Language 0-3
Cultural Relevance 0-3
Max Score 18

Placement on Lists

The summed scores for content and for psychometric features were weighted to reflect that 35% of the total score
would be based on content and 65% of the total score would be based on psychometrics.

17






Recommendations for Use

General Recommendations

The lists provided in the appendices reflect the recommended assessments. Below, CORE provides
additional context for overall use and some specific guidance on potential best use of key assessments.

Overall, assessments should be used as specified in administration manuals. Deviations from administration
instructions including frequency of assessing, omitting domains, etc., will result in scores that may not reflect a
student’s true performance or needs. Assessments marked as recommended for kindergarten screeners should be
used for a screening purpose, most commonly at the beginning of the kindergarten school year. Assessments
marked as prekindergarten progress monitoring assessments should be used for a progress monitoring purpose, at
the intervals recommended by the publisher. When a recommended prekindergarten progress monitoring
assessment and a kindergarten screening assessment are “paired” and fit together conceptually and psychometrically,
they can be used effectively together as part of a multi-year assessment system. Recommended Spanish and English
versions of either prekindergarten progress monitoring or kindergarten screening assessments should be “paired”
and used together, based on which language the students are assessed in. Some exceptions or nuances related to
individual assessments are noted below.

Combining Recommended Assessments to Measure Multiple
Dimensions

Several high scoring assessments on CORE’s recommended lists were unidimensional, reflecting the fact that
unidimensional assessments tend to have more depth but do not have breadth of coverage across domains. This is
sometimes reflected unidimensional assessments having relatively strong psychometric properties. However,
development through prekindergarten and kindergarten entry represents multiple important dimensions. Therefore,
assessments that are multi-dimensional in nature offer advantages that unidimensional assessments lack. Districts
and schools should review the content areas (domains) covered by each assessment and consider ways of selecting
and combining assessments to make sure they are assessing critical domains in prekindergarten and kindergarten.

Some Key Principles Regarding the Appropriate Use (and
Avoiding the Misuse) of the Recommended Assessments

The recommended assessments are tools for making decisions about instruction and about meeting student needs.
The quality of these decisions depends on the appropriate use—and avoiding the unintentional misuse—of these
assessments. We address principles of appropriate assessment that fall into three categories: (a) using assessments
according to their intended purpose; (b) administering assessments according to correct administration procedures;
(c) interpreting assessment results appropriately.

19






The interpretation of the kindergarten readiness assessments should focus on key screening/readiness questions
such as: (a) Is the child demonstrating proficiencies above or below what is expected in kindergarten? (b) Should the
student receive additional or different instruction or support to improve their learning and performance in key
domain or concepts related to the readiness assessment results? (c) Does the student’s performance on the
screening/readiness assessment provide useful information for determining the type of additional instruction or
support that would be beneficial?

As mentioned above, some of the kindergarten screening assessments can also be administered more than once to
help determine the progress a student is making over time. For kindergarten screening assessments that are also
being used as to monitor progress, the same types of interpretation questions raised in the pre-k section above are
relevant.

Avoiding the Misuse of Assessment Results

Screening/readiness and progress monitoring assessments are primarily intended to identify those students who are
scoring below expectations on screening assessments, or not making sufficient progress based on progress
monitoring assessments, for the purpose of providing additional instruction and support for those students.
Without extensive other data, diagnosing learning disabilities or developmental delays, or making any other “high
stakes” diagnostic decisions about students is not appropriate. Similarly, screening and progress monitoring
assessments are not designed to evaluate teachers and should not be used for any type of important decision
regarding teaching or teacher quality*. Last, some kindergarten screening assessments have a decent to strong ability
to predict later achievement (for example, standardized scores in elementary), but others do not have this
connection well documented. If schools or districts are seeking to predict how current cohorts of kindergarten
students will perform in the coming years (for example, to set benchmarks or districtwide goals for performance),
the available research about each kindergarten assessment’s correlation and/or predictive validity should be carefully
considered. Basing benchmark goals on kindergarten scores that have a poor or even moderate ability to predict
later achievement will result in false negatives (it will look like students missed the mark when they really hit it) or
false positives (it will look like students surpassed the mark when in fact, they did not).

The purpose of progress monitoring and kindergarten screening assessments is to make reasonable, low stakes
decisions that involve helping students improve their learning and behavior outcomes on important domain and
concepts.

Screening and progress monitoring data can be used in conjunction with other high-quality data to help determine
how well education systems are working to support students and teachers. When there are systems-level
difficulties—for example, not enough time is being spent on teaching literacy—screening and progress monitoring
data aggregated in reasonable ways can to help provide information about these types of potential systems-level
problems. However, these data should not be used on their own to evaluate programs or teachers, and they should
not be used to make high stakes decisions involving students and families.

4 For additional resources on this topic, see: https://www.theounce.otg/wp-content/uploads/2017/03/PolicyConversationKRA2017.pdf
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		49		Learning Accomplishment Profile 3 (LAP-3)		yes		multi		PK		PK Multi		English		83.8437525		0.472359169		raw, age equiv, category		yes		no Spanish		Kaplan		no		yes						1		1		1		1		1		5		1		1		1		0		2		2		7		38.89%		yes		20.25		23		yes		18		23.5		yes		11.75		12.5		yes		7.875		9.25		yes		20.5		23.5		78.375		89		91%		8.875		14.625		4.5925		7.582		1.5		2		NA		NA		0.5		1		7.925		9.85		23.3925		29.207		101.7675		83.844		0.472				Varies		1		1				1		1								1		1						1						90		1		1		1		1

		44		DIAL-4		yes		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		77.6497485		0.4374633718		raw, scaled, norm, category		yes		single submission		Pearson		no		yes						1		1		1		1		1		5		1		1		1		2		3		2		10		55.56%		yes		19.625		22		yes		23.125		23.5		yes		15.75		19		yes		7.375		8.25		yes		15.5		16.5		81.375		88.5		83%		7.95		7.95		5.632		5.632		3		3		NA		NA		2		2		0		0		18.582		18.582		99.957		77.650		0.437				$   13.80		1						1		1		1		1		Spanish Record Form, Spanish Parent Questionnaire. All other  materials avail. in the Kit.		1										1		Optional web-based scoring		30		1		1				1

		14		Fountas & Pinnell Benchmark Assessment System K-2 (BAS)		no		uni		Kinder		Kinder Uni		English		70.540149		0.3420128436		raw, category		no		Paired with Sistema SEL		Greenwood Publishing DBA		yes		yes		yes				0		0		1		0		0		1														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		0		0		yes		9.125		9.25		yes		0		0		no		0		0		9.125		9.25		94%		6.125		7.875		4.3325		4.874		2		2		4		8		1.5		3		16.35		32.7		34.3075		57.366		43.4325		70.540		0.342				$435/teacher		1						1		1		1						1								1						45		1		1		1

		24		Preschool Language Scales (PLS-5)		no		uni		Kinder		Kinder Uni		Span/Eng		61.549356		0.3395826538		raw, category		no		has Span (not sub sep)		Pearson		yes		no						1		1		1		0		0		3														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		20.625		26.75		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		20.625		26.75		88%		4.575		4.575		3.466		3.466		3		3		6.801		6.801		2		2		NA		NA		19.842		19.842		40.467		61.549		0.340				$   6.72		1						1		1		1						1														10		1

		46		Frog Street Assessment		yes		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		76.479391		0.4308698085		raw, category		yes		single submission		Frog Street Press		no		yes						1		1		1		1		1		5		1		1		0		1		2		1		6		33.33%		yes		18.5		19.5		yes		15.625		16		yes		16.375		18.25		yes		7.25		7.75		yes		21.5		23.5		79.25		83		81%		3.701		4.669		1.616		1.625		2		2		NA		NA		0		0		11.3		21		18.617		27.34		97.867		76.479		0.431				$199/classroom		1		1				1		1		1								1						1						2		1		1		1		1

		55		Work Sampling System		yes		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		75.508152		0.4253980394		category only		yes		NA		Pearson		no		yes						1		1		1		1		1		5		0		1		0		3		3		2		9		50.00%		yes		17		17.5		yes		15.25		16.5		yes		15		15.5		yes		3.25		3.75		yes		15.5		16		66		69.25		96%		6.375		6.375		6.499		6.499		3		3		NA		NA		2		2		4.8		4.8		22.674		22.674		88.674		75.508		0.425				$   5.79		1		1		1				1		1						1		1						1						20		1		1		1		1

		29		Spring Math		no		uni		Kinder		Kinder Uni		English		67.7031864		0.3282578735		raw, category		no		no Spanish		TIES		yes		yes						0		0		0		0		1		1														0		0.00%		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		yes		19		23.5		19		23.5		94%		7.094		7.363		5.0005		5.235		0.5		1		0		0		1		2		16.5		33		30.0945		48.598		49.0945		67.703		0.328				$   7.00		1				1				1								1								1						8		1		1		1		1

		25		Reading Inventory		no		uni		Kinder		Kinder Uni		English		65.839944		0.3192239709		raw score, norm, category		no		no Spanish		HMH		yes		yes		yes				0		0		1		0		0		1														0		0.00%		no		0		0		no		0		0		yes		20		23.5		no		0		0		no		0		0		20		23.5		96%		5.175		5.475		4.495		5.416		2		3		4		8		1.5		2		11.675		15		28.845		38.891		48.845		65.840		0.319				$   6.00		1				1				1												1				1						30		1		1		1		1

		16		Indicadores Dinamicos del Exito en la Lectura (IDEL)		no		uni		Kinder		Kinder Uni		Spanish		65.7650808		0.3188609978		raw, category		no		Paired with DIBELS		IDEL Edicion 7a		yes		yes		yes				0		0		1		0		0		1		2		3		3		3		2		3		16		88.89%		no		0		0		no		0		0		yes		13.5		13.5		no		0		0		no		0		0		13.5		13.5		NA		3.75		3.75		3.52		3.52		3		3		1.334		1.334		0		0		19		19		30.604		30.604		44.104		65.765		0.319				$   1.00		1						1		1		1						1														10		1		1		1		1

		53		Ready, Set, K! 		yes		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		74.4625085		0.4195070901		category only		yes		single submission		E3 Alliance		no		yes						1		1		1		1		1		5		1		1		1		2		2		2		9		50.00%		yes		20.5		23.5		yes		20.875		23.75		yes		14.875		18.25		yes		6.875		8.25		yes		12.25		14.5		75.375		88.25		47%		4.65		4.875		5.777		6.138		2		2		NA		NA		1		1		5.325		10.65		18.752		24.213		94.127		74.463		0.420				Varies		1		1				1		1		1								1				1		1						15 minutes per domain each 9-weeks		1		1		1		1

		7		Developmental Reading Assessment 2nd Edition PLUS (DRA2+)		no		uni		Kinder		Kinder Multi		English		62.4217716		0.3026510138		category  		no		Paired with EDL2+		Pearson		yes		yes		yes				0		1		1		1		0		3		2		2		2		1		3		2		12		66.67%		no		0		0		yes		29.75		30		yes		32.75		34.75		yes		8.75		17.5		no		0		0		71.25		81.75		81%		7.35		7.35		3.466		3.466		0		0		0.267		0.267		1		1		0.8		0.8		12.883		12.883		84.133		62.422		0.303				$422.97/kit				1				1		1		1								1												12		1		1		1		1

		48		Istation's Indicators of Progress -Early Reading (ISIP-ER)		yes		uni		PK		PK Uni		English		63.60733		0.3583511549		scaled, norm, category		yes		no Spanish		Istation		no		yes		yes				0		1		1		0		0		2		2		2		1		0		2		3		10		55.56%		no		0		0		no		4.5		4.5		yes		13		13.75		no		0		0		no		0		0		17.5		18.25		100%		6.0815		6.375		4.6035		5.416		1.5		3		NA		NA		0		0		20.275		33		32.46		44.204		49.96		63.607		0.358				$   5.95		1				1				1		1										1				1						30		1		1		1		1

		47		GOLD		yes		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		49.514209		0.2789532901		raw, scaled, norm, category		yes		has Span (not sub sep)		Teaching Strategies		no		yes						1		1		1		1		1		5		2		1		1		1		3		2		10		55.56%		yes		6.125		7		yes		10.125		12		yes		8.125		12.5		yes		2.375		3.75		yes		10		13		36.75		45.5		85%		10.5		11.25		2.708		2.708		2.5		3		NA		NA		0		0		1.45		2.9		17.158		18.858		53.908		49.514		0.279		missing manual		$   10.95		1		1		1				1		1						1		1				1		1						Observations and work sample gathering is ongoing. Around 17 to 27 mins. per child, per checkpoint. 		1		1		1		1

		35		BASC-3 BESS 		yes		uni		PK		PK Uni		Span/Eng		45.7520665		0.2577581211		raw, normed		yes		has Span (not sub sep)		Pearson		no		yes				yes		1		0		0		0		0		1		2		2		2		3		3		2		14		77.78%		yes		11.875		14.25		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		11.875		14.25		89%		10.8		10.8		7.798		7.798		3		3		NA		NA		2		2		0		0		23.598		23.598		35.473		45.752		0.258				$   9.88		1						1		1		1		1		Spanish (Parent and Self-Report)		1								1		1		Teachers use paper/pencil with student & enter results online for scoring.		10		1		1		1		1

		19		Kinder Reading (K Ready) - Spanish		no		uni		Kinder		Kinder Uni		Span/Eng		49.3630464		0.2393359825		raw, category		yes		Eng/Span equiv prop		Liberty Source		yes		yes						0		0		0		0		1		1														0		0.00%		yes		0		0		yes		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		yes		26		26		26		26		NA		10.874		10.874		2.708		2.708		2		2		0		0		3		3		0		0		18.582		18.582		44.582		49.363		0.239				Free or $1		1		1		1				1		1								1				1		1						25		1		1		1		1

		13		Developmental Reading Assessment 2nd Edition PLUS (Evaluacion del desarrollo de la lectura, 2nd ed., plus K-6 [EDL2+])		no		uni		Kinder		Kinder Uni		Spanish		48.5103564		0.235201728		category  		no		Paired with DRA2+		Pearson		yes		yes		yes				0		1		1		0		0		2		2		2		2		1		3		2		12		66.67%		no		0		0		yes		1		1		yes		8.75		8.75		no		0		0		no		0		0		9.75		9.75		NA		10.875		10.875		5.957		5.957		2		2		0		0		1		1		2.8		2.8		22.632		22.632		32.382		48.510		0.235		missing manual		$458.97/Kit				1				1		1		1								1												12		1		1		1		1

		18		Kinder Reading (K Ready) - English		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		Span/Eng		45.9359718		0.2227198633		raw, category		yes		Eng/Span equiv prop		Liberty Source		yes		yes						1		1		0		0		1		3														0		0.00%		yes		16.875		17.5		yes		11.875		22.5		no		0		0		no		0		0		yes		23.625		24.25		52.375		64.25		85%		6.5625		6.5625		0		0		1		1		0.934		0.934		1		1		0		0		9.4965		9.4965		61.8715		45.936		0.223				Free or $1		1		1		1				1		1								1				1		1						25		1		1		1		1

		51		PPVT		no		uni		PK		PK Uni		English		37.0802875		0.2089030282		raw, scale, norm, age equiv		yes		no Spanish		Pearson		no		yes						0		1		0		0		0		1														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		9.625		13.5		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		9.625		13.5		92%		11.925		11.925		1.3		1.3		3		3		NA		NA		1		1		1.9		1.9		19.125		19.125		28.75		37.080		0.209				$   9.36		1						1		1				1		PPVT-4 provides a letter and report in Spanish as well as English.		1								1						15		1						1

		23		PPVT		no		uni		Kinder		Kinder Uni		English		41.26395		0.2000676364		raw, scale, norm, age equiv		yes		no Spanish		Pearson		yes		yes						0		1		0		0		0		1														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		8.75		10.5		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		8.75		10.5		97%		11.925		11.925		1.3		1.3		3		3		0		0		1		1		1.9		1.9		19.125		19.125		27.875		41.264		0.200				$   9.36		1						1		1				1		PPVT-4 provides a letter and report in Spanish as well as English.		1								1						15		1						1

		43		Devereux Early Childhood Assessment 		no		uni		PK		PK Uni		Span/Eng		35.3032		0.1988912676		raw, norm, category		yes		has Span (not sub sep)		Kaplan		no		yes				yes		1		0		0		0		0		1		2		3		2		3		3		2		15		83.33%		yes		14		15.5		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		14		15.5		100%		8.925		10.35		4.2875		4.784		2.5		3		NA		NA		0		0		0.8		1.6		16.5125		17.741		30.5125		35.303		0.199				$1/rating		1						1		1		1						1								1						5		1		1		1		1

		2		ABC Mouse Kinder Readiness		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		English		40.2942444		0.1953660335		raw, category		yes		no Spanish		Age of Learning		yes		yes						0		1		1		0		1		3														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		11.125		13.75		yes		22.125		22.75		no		0		0		yes		19.5		23.5		52.75		54.75		85%		0.797		1.594		0.65		1.3		0.5		1		0		0		0.5		1		4		8		6.447		12.894		59.197		40.294		0.195				TBD		1						1		1																1						43		1						1

		15		GOLD		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		Span/Eng		38.3913516		0.1861398865		raw, scaled  		yes		has Span (not sub sep)		Teaching Strategies		yes		yes						1		1		1		1		1		5														0		0.00%		yes		4		7		yes		3.75		6.5		yes		5.25		9.5		yes		1		1		yes		5.25		9.5		19.25		33.5		85%		8.0625		11.25		2.708		2.708		2.5		3		0		0		0		0		1.45		2.9		14.7205		18.858		33.9705		38.391		0.186		missing manual		$   10.95		1		1		1				1		1						1		1				1		1						27		1		1		1		1

		42		Connect4Learning: Pre-K Assessment		no		multi		PK		PK Multi		English		32.9403		0.1855791549		category		no		no Spanish		C4L, Gryphon House, Inc.		no		yes						1		1		1		1		1		5														0		0.00%		yes		10		10		yes		8.5		8.5		yes		17		17		yes		5.5		5.5		yes		16		16		57		57		NA		0		0		0		0		0		0		NA		NA		0		0		0		0		0		0		57		32.940		0.186		George didn’t review (curriculum embedded assessment); NC had limited review		$2,995/classroom		1		1				1		1								1		1						1						2		1		1		1

		6		Children's Progress Academic Assessment (CPAA) - Span 		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		Span/Eng		38.123556		0.1848414836		scaled, category		yes		Eng/Span equiv prop		NWEA		yes		yes						0		0		1		1		1		3														0		0.00%		no		0		0		no		0		0		yes		9.75		9.75		yes		4		4		yes		9.75		9.75		23.5		23.5		NA		5.78		5.78		1.625		1.625		3		3		0		0		3		3		0		0		13.405		13.405		36.905		38.124		0.185		missing documentation; hard to review content		$   13.50		1				1						1										1				1						30		1		1		1		1

		27		Fountas & Pinnell Benchmark Assessment System K-2 (Sistema de evaluacion de la lectura (Sistema-SEL))		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		Spanish		36.682104		0.1778526255		raw, category		no		Paired with BAS		Greenwood Publishing DBA		yes		yes		yes				0		0		1		1		0		2														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		0		0		yes		4		4		yes		1		1		no		0		0		5		5		NA		7.875		7.875		6.228		6.228		2		2		0.667		0.667		1		1		0		0		17.77		17.77		22.77		36.682		0.178				$388/teacher		1						1		1		1						1								1						45		1		1		1

		37		Children's Progress Academic Assessment (CPAA) - Span 		no		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		31.149419		0.1754896845		scaled, category		yes		Eng/Span equiv prop		NWEA		no		yes						0		0		1		1		1		3														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		0		0		yes		5.25		5.25		yes		2.5		2.5		yes		8.5		8.5		16.25		16.25		NA		5.578		5.578		1.625		1.625		3		3		NA		NA		3		3		0		0		13.203		13.203		29.453		31.149		0.175		missing documentation; hard to review content		$   13.50		1				1						1										1				1						15		1		1		1		1

		52		Preschool Language Scales (PLS-5)		no		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		29.871118		0.1682879887		raw, category		no		has Span (not sub sep)		Pearson		no		yes						1		1		0		0		0		2														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		14.5		19.25		no		0		0		no		0		0		no		0		0		14.5		19.25		89%		4.575		4.575		3.466		3.466		3		3		NA		NA		2		2		0		0		13.041		13.041		27.541		29.871		0.168				$   6.72		1						1		1		1						1														10		1

		5		Children's Progress Academic Assessment (CPAA) - Eng 		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		Span/Eng		32.44068		0.1572881455		scaled, category		yes		Eng/Span equiv prop		NWEA		yes		yes						0		0		1		1		1		3														0		0.00%		no		0		0		no		0		0		yes		20		21.5		yes		0.5		1		yes		18.5		18.5		39		40		94%		4.125		4.875		0		0		1.5		2		0		0		0		0		0.525		1.05		6.15		7.925		45.15		32.441		0.157				$   13.50		1				1				1		1										1				1						30		1		1		1		1

		36		Children's Progress Academic Assessment (CPAA) - Eng 		no		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		27.192587		0.1531976732		scaled, category		yes		Eng/Span equiv prop		NWEA		no		yes						0		1		1		0		1		3														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		1.75		3.5		yes		12		14		yes		0		0		yes		14.5		16		28.25		30		92%		3.844		4.875		0		0		2		2		NA		NA		0		0		0.75		1.5		6.594		8.375		34.844		27.193		0.153				$   13.50		1				1				1		1										1				1						15		1		1		1		1

		11		easyCBM		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		Span/Eng		30.74340492		0.1490589329		raw, norm, category		yes		has Span (not sub sep)		UofO-BRT (HMH)		yes		yes						0		0		1		0		1		2														0		0.00%		no		0		0		no		0		0		yes		16		20		no		0		0		yes		11.375		21.75		27.375		41.75		82%		2.979		2.979		1.7006		1.7006		3		3		0		0		0		0		0.8		0.8		8.4796		8.4796		35.8546		30.743		0.149		computer adaptive		$   5.00		1						1		1		1						1								1						30		1		1		1		1

		28		Social Skills Improvement System (SSIS)		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		Span/Eng		28.7365074		0.1393285207		raw, scaled, norm, category		yes		has Span (not sub sep)		Pearson		yes		yes						1		0		1		0		1		3														0		0.00%		yes		6.875		7		no		0		0		yes		1.75		2.5		no		0		0		yes		4		7		12.625		16.5		90%		5.972		9.225		0.975		1.3		1.5		2		2.165		4.33		0.5		1		0.4		0.8		11.512		18.655		24.137		28.737		0.139		missing manual		$   12.08		1				1				1		1		1		Spanish Parent Form & Spanish Student Form		1								1						42		1		1		1		1

		50		Oral Language Acquisition Inventory 		no		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		23.573025		0.1328057746		category		yes		has Span (not sub sep)		Pearson		no		yes		yes				1		1		1		0		0		3														0		0.00%		no		2.5		2.5		yes		8.625		14.5		yes		13.625		15.75		yes		0		0		no		0		0		24.75		32.75		85%		3.975		3.975		0.65		0.65		1		1		NA		NA		0		0		0		0		5.625		5.625		30.375		23.573		0.133				$   6.76		1						1		1		1						1														20		1

		54		Social Skills Improvement System (SSIS)		no		multi		PK		PK Multi		Span/Eng		23.3645375		0.1316311972		raw, scaled, norm, category		yes		has Span (not sub sep)		Pearson		no		yes						1		1		1		0		1		4														0		0.00%		yes		6.875		7		no		0.5		1		yes		1.75		2.5		no		0		0		yes		4		7		13.125		17.5		85%		5.7		9.3		0.975		1.3		2		2		NA		NA		0.5		1		0.4		0.8		9.575		14.4		22.7		23.365		0.132		missing manual		$   12.08		1				1				1		1		1		Spanish Parent Form & Spanish Student Form		1								1						42		1		1		1		1

		22		Oral Language Acquisition Inventory 		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		Span/Eng		24.349125		0.1180563636		category		yes		has Span (not sub sep)		Pearson		yes		yes		yes				1		1		1		0		0		3														0		0.00%		no		1.25		2.5		yes		11.5		19		yes		12.875		20.25		yes		0		0		no		0		0		25.625		39.25		81%		3.975		3.975		0.65		0.65		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		5.625		5.625		31.25		24.349		0.118				$   6.76		1						1		1		1						1														20		1

		1		ABC Mouse First Grade Readiness		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		English		23.642325		0.1146294545		raw, category		yes		no Spanish		Age of Learning		yes		yes						0		1		1		0		1		3														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		3.875		4.75		yes		20.5		27.25		no		0		0		yes		20.25		21.5		44.625		51.75		85%		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		44.625		23.642		0.115				TBD		1						1		1																1						60		1						1

		31		Star Early Literacy -Span		no		multi		Kinder		Kinder Multi		Span/Eng		7.28475		0.03532		scaled, norm, category		yes		Eng/Span equiv prop		Rennaissance		yes		yes						0		0		1		0		1		2														0		0.00%		no		0		0		yes		0		0		yes		8.5		8.5		yes		0		0		yes		5.25		5.25		13.75		13.75		NA		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		13.75		7.285		0.035		technical manual for span is not yet complete		$   7.45		1								1		1										1				1						15		1		1		1		1

		57		aimswebPlus Spanish - MIDE						Kinder																Pearson																																																																																																												NO  REVIEW - no hard copy submission (just email)

		41		CLASS						PK																Teachstone				yes																																																																																																								NO REVIEW

		45		Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale - 3rd Ed. (ECERS-3)						PK																Kaplan				yes																																																																																																								NO REVIEW
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Center on Research and Evaluation

Administrative Features of High Scoring Assessments
Panel Discussion & Ratings

Name of Assessment:

Assessment |ID#:

Overall Score:

Category Definition Scoring Panel’s Rating
Appropriateness from a teacher perspective: 3 = most of these features are Rating:
(1) Length of time to administer (relative to how true about this assessment
much content is covered) is manageable;
(2) results/scores are immediately available; 2 = several Of_these featuresare | Notes:

Teacher- (3) minimal trainihg .is required to administer; true about this assessment

endy | (5o ey erettle, e | Lt oneornat s s

) are true about this assessment

supervisors;
(6) scores can be linked/related to other 0 = these features are not true
assessments; (7) minimal technology and materials | about this assessment
required
Appropriateness from a principal or upper 3 = most of these features are Rating:
administration perspective: true about this assessment
(1) cost is balanced with ease of administration;
(2) cost is balanced with content coverage; 2 = several of these features are Notes:

Administrator-
Friendly

(3) scores can be easily shared with parents or
aggregated across schools and classrooms;

(4) scores can be related to other assessments;
(5) minimal technology and materials required;
(6) minimal training is required to administer;

(7) allows for progress monitoring across multiple
years

true about this assessment

1 = one or two of these features
are true about this assessment

0 = these features are not true
about this assessment
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Category Definition Scoring Panel’s Rating
Facilitates reliable and valid scoring with minimal | 3 = this is very true about this Rating:
disruption: assessment
The assessment is relatively quick to administer o
and relies (either all or in-part) on direct one-on- 2 N this is somewhat true about | Notes:

. . . . this assessment
. . . one administration of items allowing for more
Administration G
Format accurate assessment of student ability 1 = this is minimally true about
this assessment
0 = this is not at all true about
this assessment
The assessment offers both an English and Spanish | 3 = evidence of strong English Rating:
version and the administration of each is very and Spanish version
similar (i.e., does not require separate training) (independently created and
independently validated); true
alternate forms but a similar or | Notes:
identical administration format
2 = moderate evidence of
strong English and Spanish
version (e.g., a Spanish version
was created as a translation of
Language the original English

assessment); similar or identical
administration format

1 = a minimally robust Spanish
form is available OR a strong
Spanish form is available but
administration varies greatly
between the two forms

0 = no Spanish form is available
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Category Definition Scoring Panel’s Rating
Appropriateness from a student perspective: 3 = most of these features are Rating:
(1) minimal time requirement from student; (2) true about this assessment
directions/task are easy to understand; (3) utilizes
practice items; (3) visually appealing; (4) minimizes | 2 = several of these features are Notes:
. . true about this assessment :
testing stress (e.g., tasks may be engaging and
"fun" for student); (5) evidence of accommodations 1 = one or two of these features
for students with disabilities. are true about this assessment
Student-
Friendly 0 = these features are not true
about this assessment
(1) things the assessment assumes students know 3 =this is very true about this Rating:
are culturally and time relevant (e.g., a vocabulary | assessment
assessment utilizes words and pictures that are not
culturally or time biased. For example, students 2 - this is somewhat true about
aren't asked to identify objects that are obsolete or this assessment Notes:
culturally biased, such as palm trees and type 1 = this is minimally true about
writers); this assessment
Cultural (2) students can relate to the content
Relevance 0 = this is not at all true about

this assessment
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